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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 6/30/2009 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

A. Summary of Applicant's Arguments 

Applicants submit with this Response a Declaration under 37 C.F.R. § 1 .131 , 
signed by the inventors of the present invention, stating that the invention was 
conceived prior to November 26, 2002 and that due diligence was exercised on 
constructively reducing the invention to practice from a time prior to November 26, 2002 
to the constructive reduction to practice date (i.e., the filing of the Korean Patent 
Application No. 10-2003-0009078) of February 13, 2003. Therefore, in view of the 
foregoing, Applicants submit that the subject matter of claims 1 -7, 1 0-1 6, 1 9 and 21-30 
were invented prior to the filing date of November 26, 2002 of the Manda reference 
cited in the Office Action. Applicants respectfully request the Examiner to remove the 
Manda reference from consideration for at least these reasons. 

B. Response to Arguments: 

The Declaration filed on 6/20/2009 under 37 CFR 1 .131 has been considered but 
is ineffective to overcome the Manda reference. 
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The evidence submitted is insufficient to establish diligence from a date prior to 
the date of reduction to practice of the Manda reference to either a constructive 
reduction to practice or an actual reduction to practice. 

Because there is no sufficient evidence for reasonable diligence between the 
date of commencement of diligence (1 1/15/2002) and the constructive reduction to 
practice date (2/13/2003). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or deschbed as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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3. Claims 1-7, 10-16, 19 and 21-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dutta et al. (hereinafter Dutta)(U.S. Patent No. 6,918,066 B2) in view 
of Manda (U.S. Pub. No. 2004/0103394 Al). 

Regarding claims 1-3, Dutta teaches as follows: 

a browser testing system comprises a browser test server (interpreted as a Web 
server testing software, 43 in figure 3, housed with as a stand-alone tool, hereinafter 
interpreted as a web test server) connected via one or more wired or wireless 
communication networks (Internet 42 in figure 3) to a device or a browser testing device 
(client machine 40 in figure 3) equipped with a browser operable to access the Internet 
(see, e.g., col. 7, lines 1-22); 

wherein one or more test cases (WML/HTML applications/files) to test the 
browser (test the WML/HTML applications on a multitude of user agents/browsers, see, 
e.g., col. 4, lines 18-25); 

wherein the browser test server (web test server, 43 in figure 3) provides a tester 
with a session (execute a web page on all of the selected browsers and displays the 
web page, see, e.g., col. 4, lines 43-47) generated from one or more predetermined test 
cases (WML/HTML applications/files) accessing the browser test server through the 
communication networks (establish the rules to generate a scorecard for evaluating the 
web site for effectiveness on the different web browsers, see, e.g., col. 8, lines 32-37); 

wherein the browser test server stores one or more values (scorecard) obtained 
from the browser testing by use of the session (display the output of the HTML/WML file 
as well as the evaluation scorecard for the selected browsers in the virtual screen, see. 
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e.g., col. 8, lines 46-50 and step 66 in figure 7); 

wherein each of the test cases is a contents file (WML/HTML file is equivalent to 
the applicant's content file) including one or more tags (HTML source code tag, see, 
e.g., col. 4, lines 18-34) or one or more script symbols corresponding to predetermined 
contents that will be tested as to whether the contents are normally provided through 
the browser (see, e.g., col. 4, lines 23-34); and 

the session includes the one or more predetermined test case selected by the 
tester which constitute a single web page and the session is the web page for the 
browser testing, the web page having a predetermined URL address that indicates a 
location where the web page is registered on the browser test server (URL pointing to a 
file that contains the location of the web site that the designer wants to evaluate, see, 
e.g., col. 8, lines 25-30 and step 60 in figure 7). 

Dutta does not teach that one or more test cases to test the browser are 
registered on the browser test server. 

Manda teaches as follows: 

a plurality of test cases (test case applet A,B and C) registered on the browser 
test server (trigger identifies the proper template file from the set of template files that 
are specified in the configuration file, see, e.g., page 3, paragraph [0040], wherein each 
template file may be JavaScript-controlled HTML list box, such as applets A, B, C, for 
test suite, see, e.g., page 3, paragraph [0042]); 

a mechanism for testing execution of applets with plug-ins and applications 
includes test cases and each test case is executed by a Java Plug-in that executes with 
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a web browser (see, e.g., page 2, paragraph [0029]); 

scheduler (130 in figure 1) loads an HTML page that lists the test cases for a test 
suite in a JavaScript controlled HTML list box for the test suite (see, e.g., page 2, 
paragraph [0032] and page 3, paragraph [0042]); and 

one or more test cases are identified based on a template file, such as an HTML 
file that lists the applets for a particular test suite (see, e.g., page 7, paragraph [0085]). 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Manda with Dutta in order to efficiently select one or more test 
cases based on a template file lists the test cases for a particular test suite. 

Regarding claim 4, Dutta teaches as follows: 

the browser test server (interpreted as a Web server testing software, 43 in figure 
3, housed with as a stand-alone tool) comprises: 

a second platform for testing the browser, registering a session including a 
predetermined test case as selected by the tester with the database (storage device 25 
in figure 2, see, e.g., col. 6, lines 26-40)(web designer selects the URL for the web page 
and stores at the server location, see, e.g., col. 8, lines 26-29), collecting the values 
(scorecard) obtained through the browser testing by use of the session and recording 
the values in the session (web site is evaluated for effectiveness on the different web 
browsers using the scorecard rules generated, see, e.g., col. 8, lines 32-44); and 

a third platform for reporting a result from the browser testing through the session 
recorded with the values (display the output of the HTML/WML file as well as the 
evaluation scorecard for the selected browsers in the virtual screen, see, e.g., col. 8, 
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lines 46-50 and step 66 in figure 7). 

Dutta does not teach of developing a test case, into which a test case for testing 
the browser is entered and registered with a database. 

Manda also teaches as follows: 

specifying particular test cases are executed for testing multiple browser types 
and versions (see, e.g., page 5, paragraph [0068]). 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Manda with Dutta in order to efficiently select one or more test 
cases based on specific browser types or versions. 

Regarding claim 5, Dutta teaches as follows: 

the database (storage device) includes one or more test cases (WML/HTML file 
or a URL pointing to a file that contains the location of the Web site, see, e.g., col. 8, 
lines 25-29) and one or more sessions stored by categories classified according to 
browser characteristics (an emulator program includes a database of tags, which is 
supported by each browser in the browser set, see, e.g., col. 4, lines 18-33), and each 
of the sessions includes the values obtained from the browser testing (scorecard gives 
the user a summary of how the web site would be displayed on the various browsers, 
see, e.g., col. 7, lines 50-59 and step 62 in figure 7). 

Regarding claim 6, Dutta does not teach of reporting the result of the test cases. 

Manda teaches as follows: 

reporting the result of the browser testing includes representing the values for the 
test cases as at least one of tables and graphs and outputting the represented values 
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as a document (trace files, 142A-C in figure 1 , store the results of executing the test 
cases, see, e.g., page 3, paragraph [0033]). 

Therefore, it is rejected for similar reason as presented above in claims 1-3. 

Regarding claim 7, Dutta teaches as follows: 

wherein reporting the result of the browser testing includes creating a new 
session by extracting, deleting or adding only those test cases having a particular value 
(interpreted as a tag which is supported by each browser in the browser set, see, e.g., 
col. 4, lines 28-32) from or to the test cases and retesting the browser by using the 
newly created session (designer can edit the web pages and test again based on the 
appearance in the displays and the browser scorecard, see, e.g., col.8, lines 51-64 and 
steps 65-68). 

Manda teaches that trace files store the results of executing the test cases (see, 
e.g., page 3, paragraph [0033]). 

Therefore, it is rejected for similar reason as presented above in claim 6. 
Regarding claim 10, Dutta teaches as follows: 
a browser testing method, comprising: 

a session creating step of creating a session (open web pages to be tested with 
multitude of browsers) including one or more predetermined test cases as selected by a 
tester that gains access to a browser test server in which one or more test cases for use 
in testing a browser installed on a device connectable to the Internet (see, e.g., step 60 
and 61 in figure 7 and col. 8, lines 25-32); 

a browser testing step of testing the browser by using the created session and of 
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inputting result values of the browser test (see, e.g., steps 62-66 in figure 7 and col. 8, 
lines 32-50); 

wherein each of the test cases is a contents file (WML/HTML file is equivalent to 
the applicant's content file) including one or more tags (HTML source code tag, see, 
e.g., col. 4, lines 18-34) or one or more script symbols corresponding to predetermined 
contents that will be tested as to whether the contents are normally provided through 
the browser (see, e.g., col. 4, lines 23-34); and 

the session includes the one or more predetermined test case selected by the 
tester which constitute a single web page and the session is the web page for the 
browser testing, the web page having a predetermined URL address that indicates a 
location where the web page is registered on the browser test server (URL pointing to a 
file that contains the location of the web site that the designer wants to evaluate, see, 
e.g., col. 8, lines 25-30 and step 60 in figure 7). 

Dutta does not teach that one or more test cases to test the browser are 
registered. 

Manda teaches as follows: 

a plurality of test cases (test case applet A,B and C) registered on the browser 
test server (trigger identifies the proper template file from the set of template files that 
are specified in the configuration file, see, e.g., page 3, paragraph [0040], wherein each 
template file may be JavaScript-controlled HTML list box, such as applets A, B, C, for 
test suite, see, e.g., page 3, paragraph [0042]); 

a mechanism for testing execution of applets with plug-ins and applications 
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includes test cases and eacli test case is executed by a Java Plug-in that executes with 
a web browser (see, e.g., page 2, paragraph [0029]); 

scheduler (130 in figure 1) loads an HTML page that lists the test cases for a test 
suite in a JavaScript controlled HTML list box for the test suite (see, e.g., page 2, 
paragraph [0032] and page 3, paragraph [0042]); and 

one or more test cases are identified based on a template file, such as an HTML 
file that lists the applets for a particular test suite (see, e.g., page 7, paragraph [0085]). 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Manda with Dutta in order to efficiently select one or more test 
cases based on a template file lists the test cases for a particular test suite. 

Regarding claims 1 1 and 12, they are rejected for similar reason as presented 
above in claims 1 and 4. 

Regarding claim 13, Dutta teaches as follows: 

a test result reporting step of editing the test cases (designer can edit the web 
pages and test again based on the appearance in the displays and the browser 
scorecard, see, e.g., col.8, lines 51-64 and steps 65-68), which constitute the session 
and have the result values, and reporting the result values of the browser testing 
(displaying the output of the web page and scorecard file, see, e.g., step 66 in figure 7 
and col. 8, lines 32-50 and scorecard result in figure 9-11). 

Manda teaches that trace files store the results of executing the test cases (see, 
e.g., page 3, paragraph [0033]). 

Therefore, it is rejected for similar reason as presented above in claim 10. 
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Regarding claim 14, Dutta teaches as follows: 

web designer get access to the web pages to be tested with multitude of 
browsers (see, e.g., steps 60 and 61 in figure 7 and col. 8, lines 25-32); 

selecting a browser and its version to which the test cases will be applied in 
categories, after gaining access to the test case developing platform (selecting the 
desired web browsers based on the scorecard rules for evaluating the web site, see, 
e.g., steps 62 and 63 in figure 7 and col. 8, lines 32-41); and 

creating one or more contents files for use in testing the browser as to whether 
the test cases are normally provided through the selected browser and its version, and 
registering the created contents files in the database by category (uploading the web 
page file, see, e.g., step 61 in figure 7 and col. 8, lines 25-32). 

Dutta does not teach of developing a test case. 

Manda teaches as follows: 

specifying particular test cases be executed for testing multiple browser types 
and versions (see, e.g., page 5, paragraph [0068]). 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Manda with Dutta in order to efficiently select one or more test 
cases based on specific browser types or versions. 

Regarding claim 15, Dutta teaches as follows: 

the session creating step comprises the steps of: 

gaining access to a browser-testing platform by the tester (web designer get 
access to the web pages to be tested with multitude of browsers, see, e.g., steps 60 
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and 61 in figure 7 and col. 8, lines 25-32); 

selecting a browser and its version to be tested in categories, after gaining 
access to the browser-testing platform (selecting the desired web browsers based on 
the scorecard rules for evaluating the web site, see, e.g., steps 62 and 63 in figure 7 
and col. 8, lines 32-41); 

registering the created session in the category of the selected version of the 
browser and designating a predetermined URL address to the session (see, e.g., step 
60 in figure 7 and col. 8, lines 25-32). 

Dutta does not teach of selecting one or more test cases to be tested among the 
test cases registered in the selected browser and its version and creating a session with 
the selected test cases. 

Manda teaches as follows: 

a plurality of test cases (test case applet A,B and C) registered on the browser 
test server (trigger identifies the proper template file from the set of template files that 
are specified in the configuration file, see, e.g., page 3, paragraph [0040], wherein each 
template file may be JavaScript-controlled HTML list box, such as applets A, B, C, for 
test suite, see, e.g., page 3, paragraph [0042]); 

a mechanism for testing execution of applets with plug-ins and applications 
includes test cases and each test case is executed by a Java Plug-in that executes with 
a web browser (see, e.g., page 2, paragraph [0029]); 

scheduler (130 in figure 1) loads an HTML page that lists the test cases for a test 
suite in a JavaScript controlled HTML list box for the test suite (see, e.g., page 2, 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/761 ,31 7 Page 1 4 

Art Unit: 2454 

paragraph [0032] and page 3, paragraph [0042]); and 

one or more test cases are identified based on a template file, such as an HTML 
file that lists the applets for a particular test suite (see, e.g., page 7, paragraph [0085]). 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Manda with Dutta in order to efficiently select one or more test 
cases based on a template file lists the test cases for a particular test suite. 

Regarding claim 16, Dutta teaches as follows: 

the browser testing step comprises the steps of: 

gaining access to a web page of the session with a predetermined URL address 
through the browser to be tested (web designer get access to the web pages to be 
tested with multitude of browsers, see, e.g., steps 60 and 61 in figure 7 and col. 8, lines 
25-32); 

receiving the test cases (web page files) constituting the session (see, e.g., steps 
60 and 61 in figure and col. 8, lines 25-32); and 

receiving the result values from the tester and registering the received result 
values in the session, the result values indicating whether the contents of the provided 
test cases are normally provided through the browser (see, e.g., steps 62-66 in figure 7 
and col. 8, lines 32-50 and figure 9-11 from col. 9, line 55 to col. 10, line 44). 

Regarding claim 19, Dutta does not teach a plurality of test cases. 

Manda teaches as follows: 

a plurality of test cases (test case applet A,B and C) registered on the browser 
test server (trigger identifies the proper template file from the set of template files that 
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are specified in the configuration file, see, e.g., page 3, paragraph [0040], wherein each 
template file may be JavaScript-controlled HTML list box, such as applets A, B, C, for 
test suite, see, e.g., page 3, paragraph [0042]); 

a mechanism for testing execution of applets with plug-ins and applications 
includes test cases and each test case is executed by a Java Plug-in that executes with 
a web browser (see, e.g., page 2, paragraph [0029]); 

scheduler (130 in figure 1) loads an HTML page that lists the test cases for a test 
suite in a JavaScript controlled HTML list box for the test suite (see, e.g., page 2, 
paragraph [0032] and page 3, paragraph [0042]); and 

one or more test cases are identified based on a template file, such as an HTML 
file that lists the applets for a particular test suite (see, e.g., page 7, paragraph [0085]). 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Manda with Dutta in order to efficiently select one or more test 
cases based on a template file lists the test cases for a particular test suite. 

Regarding claims 21 and 23-27, Dutta teaches that scorecard gives the user a 
summary of how the web site would be displayed on the various browsers (see, e.g., 
col. 7, lines 50-59 and step 62 in figure 7). 

Regarding claim 22, Dutta teaches as follows: 

the session is the web page created from a plurality of test cases, and the 
predetermined test case is a single contents file used to form the web page (URL 
pointing to a file that contains the location of the web site that the designer wants to 
evaluate, see, e.g., col. 8, lines 25-30 and step 60 in figure 7). 
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Regarding claims 28 and 29, Manda teaches as follows: 

a stored session classified by a category is selected to be tested according to a 
corresponding category of a selected version of the browser such that the 
predetermined test cases included therein are tested is assigned for each different client 
version of a particular web browser (specifying particular test cases be executed for 
testing multiple browser types and versions, see, e.g., page 5, paragraph [0068]). 

Therefore, they are rejected for similar reason as presented above in 

Regarding claim 30, Dutta teaches as follows: 

the predetermined test cases are tested during the browser testing and each of 
the one or more values (score criteria) directly corresponds to a predetermined test 
case within the session (the browser scorecard shows each browser is give a score for 
specific criteria and a total cumulative score, see, e.g., col. 1 1 , lines 35-44 and figure 
11). 

Dutta does not teach of reporting the result of the test cases. 
Manda teaches as follows: 

reporting the result of the browser testing includes representing the values for the 
test cases as at least one of tables and graphs and outputting the represented values 
as a document (trace files, 142A-C in figure 1 , store the results of executing the test 
cases, see, e.g., page 3, paragraph [0033]). 

Therefore, it is rejected for similar reason as presented above in claim 1 . 



Conclusion 
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4. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JEONG S. PARK whose telephone number is (571)270- 
1597. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 7:00 - 3:30 
EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nathan Flynn can be reached on 571-272-1915. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/J. S. P./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2454 

October 29, 2009 
/NATHAN FLYNN/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2454 



